m 

Li 


I 


*8 


r 
r 

'  ( 

r 

» 

i  r 


IMi 


L 

L 

I 


5 

I.  1 

L 

§  £ 

!  r 

i  c 


00 

o> 

CO 

00 

Cn 

< 

I 

D 

< 


Virginia  Productivity  Center 


The  Study  of 

Productivity  Measurement 
and  Incentive  Methodology 
(Phase  III  -  Paper  Test) 
Volume  III 


_____ _ Blacksburg,  Virginia  24061 

TUa  docujaoa;  fc=s  fcvw  opwowwf 
far  Kksi  coi  sab;  M 

j^cttitribcilcB  is 


8?  3 


2  0  0  33 


DISCLAIMER 


THIS  DOCUMENT  IS  BEST 
QUALITY  AVAILABLE.  THE  COPY 
FURNISHED  TO  DTIC  CONTAINED 
A  SIGNIFICANT  NUMBER  OF 
PAGES  WHICH  DO  NOT 
REPRODUCE  LEGIBLY. 


The  Study  of 

Productivity  Measurement 
and  Incentive  Methodology 
(Phase  III  -  Paper  Test) 
Volume  III 


FINAL  REPORT 
March,  1986 

Defense  Supply  Service  -  Washington 
Contract  MDA  903-85-C-0237 


VIRGINIA  PRODUCTIVITY  CENTER 
VP I  &  STATE  UNIVERSITY 
Blacksburg,  VA  24061 


DISCLAIMER  NOTICE 


THIS  DOCUMENT  IS  BEST  QUALITY 
PRACTICABLE.  THE  COPY  FURNISHED 
TO  DTIC  CONTAINED  A  SIGNIFICANT 
NUMBER  OF  PAGES  WHICH  DO  NOT 
REPRODUCE  LEGIBLY. 


i/mci 


3  I  TV  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE 


mmm 


REPORT  DOCUME 

STATION  PAGE 

'a  REPORT  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION 

£/a/ca/4-ss /  /=/ 

1b.  RESTRICTIVE  MARKINGS 

A/ga/st 

SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  AUTHORITY 


OECLASSiPiCATI  ON /DOWNGRADING  SCHEDULE 


i.  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  REPORT  NUMBER(S) 

C0ASrZ*cr  A/o.  AS0OO39  -  034-^ 

]SJ*f  /9f*o  <S7»rB:  £//v/Mer&s'sr-y 


2.  oistribution/availability  of  report 

rtppjeoiserz)  w&uc 

‘D/S'r7Z/J3t'T70M  VA/£-/ M  /  r~£TD 


5.  MONITORING  ORGANIZATION  REPORT  NUMBERIS) 


5a.  NAME  OF  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  |60.  OFFICE  SYMBOL  7a.  NAME  OF  MONITORING  ORGANIZATION 

^AGf/A///)  7*£a#uzr7 r/ 7p/  Ck-A/rsrz.  ur  applicable,  D£7=&wsEr  Syyrttwsr  A7a)a/, 

YA*/  /9/v®  tf//ts£-7ZJ'/7-y  CZns  / 


ADDRESS  (City.  Stctc  and  ZIP  Code 1 

13 as* 


D£A=&MSET  A^/3A/^£:A7£7A7-' 


Id.  ADDRESS  t City .  Slate  and  ZIP  Codc> 

^s-Jis^seo/  z?/>Escr  rz>jz#T£: 

/=0>e7-  &AZZ.Y0/AZ,  Y&  ^J2y>£0 


Sa  NAME  OF  FUNDING'SPONSORING  8D.  OFFICE  SYMBOL  9.  PROCUREMENT  INSTRUMENT  IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER 

ORGANIZATION  .  _  (If  applicable}  Zte«EV-aB'  JfeXU'/C£r-  tUZS#Aj&T7>  e, 


ORGANIZATION  (If  applicable) 

r*mfTKe*£?  *yS7£*/S  - 

/WETl/T- 


Sc.  ADDRESS  (City.  State  and  ZIP  Code I 

D  /^^cJ7?AG9-7sr 
f=bJG.7~  14?  &ZOGO- 


12.  PERSONAL  AUTHOR(S) 

Ob  ^77“  S/a/a:  /9A/0  M/Hets/AS  M  /P<fz 25“ 


‘,3a.  type  OF  REPORT 

16.  SUPPLEMENTARY  NOTATION 


13a.  TIME  COVEREO 


Zte«Ei/-as-  JOsjriA/asr-  i\Ais^/^e7Z>  a/  - 

MDA)  903-  85-C-0237 


10.  SOURCE  OF  FUNDING  NCS. 

PROGRAM 

E  LEMENT  NO. 

PROJECT 

NO. 

TASK 

NO. 

J9&6  Makca/ 


14.  OATE  OF  REPORT  fV’r. ,  Xo.,  Dcy)  1  15.  PAGE  COUNT 


8/s- 


THE  STUDY  OF 

PRODUCTIVITY  MEASUREMENT 
AND 

INCENTIVE  METHODOLOGY 
(Phase  III  -  Paper  Test) 


FINAL  REPORT 
14  March  1986 

Contract  MDA  903-85-C-0237 
Defense  Supply  Service  -  Washington 

Contract  No.  N00039-84-C-0346  'Dist 

VPI  and  State  University 


Principal  Investigator: 

Virginia  Productivity  Center,  VPI 
D.  Scott  Sink,  Ph.D.,  P.E.  (Director) 
Marvin  H.  Agee,  Ph.D.  (Co-Director) 

Chell  A.  Roberts  (Research  Associate) 
Marty  Simpson  (Administrative  Assistant) 


Subcontractors: 

LTV  Aerospace  and  Defense 

Vought  Aero  Products  Division 
Shonl  Dhir,  Manager  Productivity  Requirements 
Ray  Thornton,  Productivity  Measurement  Staff 
Len  Thorpe,  Manager  Productivity  Measurement 

Price  Waterhouse 

William  T.  Muir,  Principal 

Eugene  J.  Klein,  Manager 

Betty  B.  Thayer,  Senior  Consultant 

Westinghouse  Electric  Corporation 

Defense  Group,  Manufacturing  Systems  and 
Technology  Center 

Richard  L.  Engwall,  Manager  Systems  Planning 
Analysis,  and  Assurance 

Maryland  Center  for  Productivity  and 
Quality  of  Working  Life 

University  of  Maryland 
Thomas  C.  Tuttle,  Director 


VOLUME  III 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


VIII.  Final  Report  Briefing  Presentations 

A.  Final  Report  Draft  Presentations  -  . 

January  17,  1986,  Ft.  Belvoir,  VA 

1.  Introductory  Comments/Executive 
Summary  (VPC) 

2.  LTV/VAPD  Integrated  Approach 

a.  LTV  Presentation 

b.  VPC  Paper  Test 

3.  CDEF 

a.  Price  Waterhouse  Presentation 

b.  LTV  Paper  Test 

4.  MFPMM 

a.  VPC  Presentation 

b.  LTV  Paper  Test 

5.  DCF/SSA 

a.  Weatinghouse  Presentation 

b.  LTV  Paper  Test 

6.  Summary  Remarks /Conclusions  and 
Recommendations  (VPC) 

a .  Summary  Remarks 

b.  Conclusions  &  Recommendations 

B.  Final  Report  Briefing  Presentation  -  .  .  .  . 

February  18,  1986,  Pentagon,  Washington,  D.C. 

Appendix  A.  Distribution  List  ...  . 


Page 


698 


813 

814 


VIII. A. 1  -  Introductory  Comments /Executive  Summary 


FINAL  AGENDA 
FOE 

FINAL  PtESENTATION 


17  January  1985 
Fore  Belvolr,  VA 


Introduction^  ) 


Mr.  David  Ackar  (TCO) 


Introduction,  kavlav  Agenda,  D.  Scott  Sink  (FI) 
and  Executive  Su—ry 


Papar  Tasta: 

LTV  Integratad  Approach  S.Dhlr 

VPC  Evaluation  Sink 


LUNCH 


CDEF: 

Prlca  Watarhouaa 
LTV/VAPD 


Thayar/Cllna 

Dhlr 


MFPMM: 

VPC 

LTV/VAPD 


Sink/to barta 
Dhlr/Thorpa 


BREAK 


DC  F/LMI / Vaa  1 1 nghousa 
Vastlnghouaa 
LTV/VAPD 
VPC 


En avail/ 
Thornton/Dhlr 

Agaa 


Suaaary/Conc lus Iona / 
Ra coaaanda  t Iona 


Sink/Agaa 


Q&A ' a ,  Racouaandatlons 
froa  Advlaory  Board, 
Next  Steps 


Adjourn 


st 


700 


OK  -  PREPARE  AND  SUBMIT  FINAL  REPORT  ON  OR 
BEFORE  26TH  MEEK  AFTER  CONTRACT  APPROVAL. 
(NOTE:  ONE  MONTH  EXTENT ION  HAS  BEEN  REQUESTED) 


-  LATE  NOVEMBER 

-  FINAL  REPORT  OF  PAPER  TESTS 

-  JANUARY  1986 


VOLOMK  X 

table  or  oomnm 


I.  Executive  Si 


II.  Background 

A.  Overall  Project  Coale 

B.  Phaaee  I  A  II  Baaulta 

C.  Phaae  III  Coala  .  .  • 
0.  Phaaee  IV  A  V  Coals  • 


II.  Introduction  Phase  111  Eesults 


IV.  Field  Site  Description  (Objective  7) 

A.  LTV/Vought  Aero  Products  Division 

B.  Typical  Aerospace  end  Defense 

Contractor/Subcontractor  *  • 

C.  Weatinghouse  Site  Description  .  * 


V.  Approach  and  Besultg 


A.  General  Approach  . 

B.  Description  of  Bach  Model . .  . 

1.  CDEF 

2.  DCF/SSA 

3.  MFPMM 

4.  LTV  Integrated  Approach 

C.  Applications  of  Bach  Model  (Objective  S) 

1.  CDEF 

2.  DCF/SSA 

3.  MFPMM 


D.  Comparison  and  Evaluation  Methodology 

(Objectives  )  i  I) 

(Ceneric  sad  Medal  Specific  Criteria)  • 

1.  Generic  Criteria 

2.  Specific  Criteria 

E.  Evaluation  of  Bach  Modal  as  a  Productivity 

Measurement  and  Incentives  Methodology 
Model  . 


P.  Evaluation  of  Combined  Models  Approach 

PI.  Recommendations  and  Conclusions 

(Objectives  1,  8,  9)  ....  . 


V.  .VV.  /.V.  / 


VOIOMI  II 
TABU  or  CONTENTS 


VII.  Detailed  Analysis  of  Each  Model  (Objectives  244) 

(Paper  Test)  .  308 

A.  CDE7 

B.  DCF/SSA 

C.  M7PMM 

D.  LTV  Paper  Test  of  Hires  Models 

(Each  Detailed  Analysis  Contains  the 

Poliowing  Eleaants) 

1.  Purpose  of  the  Model 

2.  Applications  —  how  the  nodal  is 
Intended/hss  been  applied. 

3.  Unit  of  Analysis  for  Modal 

4.  Input  Data  Requirements 

3.  Output  Data 

6.  Operating  Scenario  —  how  it 
functions,  paper  test 
methodology 

7.  Resource  Requirements  —  peraon 
hours,  equipment,  software, 
expertise 

8.  Analysis  of  Model  for  Teat  Site 

9.  tecoanendatiooo 

E.  Responses  to  Questions  Baited  in  Paper  Tests  ...  670 


703 


fa 


■a® 

S  c 

0  V 

8  | 

-  £ 

=  V 

'5 1 

o>  a? 

as  5 

«  . 

+< 

09  *“ 

Tj  "0 

|s 

g«5 

qj  13 

£  « 

U  flj 

X  > 

4)  «  (B 

JS  9  U 

:?3 

#xi 
5*  e 

hS  «*h  o 
X  0  U 


2-d 

*  -0 

OB  dJ 

pi  5 
•M  23 

08  C 
*  * 
M 

Pi  OB 

fi  "5 
•S3  "0 

JS  I 

.2  2 

■f  v 

hfl  9 


0  x 

I « 

If 

£  9 

v  a 

=? 

<  9 


^  efl 

®  3 
v  e 

TS  V 

o  x 

2  a 

V  +j 

2  c 

r  ® 

**  9 
9  V 
X  X 
+*  9 

gj 

0  § 
g  pC 

09  - 

W  73 


T3 

a?  .S 

>  T3 

5  s 

JS  « 

<3 pfi 

13  © 

e  ^ 

08  * 

*  *3 

g  OJ 
<h  e 

os 

C  a 

•M  09 

*  . 

g| 

•p>*  •* 

■4^  4* 

ri  0 

73  ^ 

c 

£  c 
is  o 


a;  c 

3  V  • 

«  g 

.s  I  ,g 

9  ft  £ 

£  £  s 
H  .5  <4H 


I* 

kDMX 


cyyrewrawfM 


Major  Findings  Cont’d 


•n* 

1  g 

43  .43 

2  0? 


H  fi 

V  09 
43  A 

Lp  © 
*.£ 


©  TS 
05  1? 
ft;  V 

jS  c 

4,1  -a 


i s 
2$ 


m  a; 

©  fi 
fi 
o 


03 


*  09 

©  fi- 


aj  »n< 

^  ts 

fi  .5: 

fi  h 


o 

fi 

0 

i* 

a 

a 


b  ^  rt 


«H 

0 


0 

•PN 


0 

e 


43 

x 


s 

Q 

! 

43 

X 


43 

4* 

.g  05 
*43  43 

«n* 

fi  M 

2 1 

i©  0 

«H  JS 

<h  T3 

•53  0 


4? 

S 


v 

43  03 


a; 

fi 


s 

00 

fi  4? 
05  > 


4? 

In 


03 


43 

5  1 

x  © 

H  £ 


x 


In 

<s 


43 

In 


05 


4* 


03 

•* 

X 


43 


fi  43 
T3 

03 


.s  I 

c<j 

.gw 
5  a) 

•  N  V 

■gtf 
■0  W 

kP 

0  ii 


Is 

S  J 


705 


fi 

8  *j 

•m  fi 

«w  3 

•PN  2 

fi  s 

bo  e 

o 


05 


U 

43 

X 


fi 

fc 


> 

fi 

43 


u 

,s 

1  g 

<H 

•  PN  W 

T3  C 


O 

£ 


o 

4) 


4? 

X 


43 

05 

fi 

43 


§  *43 

S’0 

V 

g£ 


«  c 
fe  •= 

Cb  ^ 

s! 

43  £ 

X 


i 


> 

w 


8 


FP 

t? 


jgj 

& 


-■3 


§ 


3 


$ 


Si 


s 


HV 

■N 


W 


»  %■*>  h'"  i'*  • 


FIGURE  III-l 

Generic  Productivity  Management  Methodology 
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Figure  III-l  (cont.) 

Generic  Productivity  Management  Methodology 
As  Related  to  Defense  Industry 
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VIII. A. 2  -  LTV/VAPD  Integrated  Approach 
a.  LTV  Presentation 
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FIGURE  III- 2 

Depiction  of  LTV/VAPD'a  Basic  Approach 
to  Productivity  Management 
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VIII. A. 3  -  CDEF 

a.  Price  Waterhouse  Presentation 
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VIII. A. 3  -  CDEF 
b.  LTV  Paper  Test 
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to  gain  eoapecltlvo  edge. 


A  Input  Price 

(5)  A  Product  Pries  or  •  A  Prod,  x  - ----- — -- 

A  Profit 

1.  v.  / 

forecasted 

froa  eqtn.  (5),  we  caa  develop  strategic  objectives  for  product 
pricing  and  annual  productivity  iaprovaasnt  that  are  interrelated. 


FIGURE  VII-C-li  Basic  MFPMM  Equation 
and  Its  Derivation  to  Show  Row 
the  Modal  is  Utilised  by  LTP. 
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VIII. A. 4  -  MFPMM 


b.  LTV  Paper  Test 
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The  model's  period -to -period  comparisons  are  meaningful, 
but  are  restricted  at  LTV  to  "program  output  values" 
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expenditure  entries,  asset  classes  and  service  fives 

Model  data  requirements  are  compatible  with  test  site  data  bases 


Table  V.-D.-l.-l.  CtMrle  Criteria  Oaeful  la 
Evaluating  Productivity  Manageaeot 
Nethodologlea  (PHCC) 

PMCCj  e  Does  the  methodology  Incorporate  a  2-3  year  strategic 

planning  process? 

PMGCj  a  Does  the  planning  process ,  by  which  the  2-3  year  plan 

Is  developed,  substantively  Involve  all  oajor, 
relevant,  and  appropriate  key  dec la leu  oakars  In  the 
organisation? 

PHCC 3  e  Does  the  astbodology  recognise  the  need  for  a 

coape tent  “chaaploo”? 

PHCC4  a  Does  ths  aethodology  Incorporate  aechanlslas  for 

aanaglng  change  within  a  political  and  eoclologlcal 
culture? 

FMCC5  a  Does  the  aethodology  ensure  that  productivity  baslca 

are  understood  consistently  by  all  parsons  In  the 

organisation? 

PMGC6  a  Does  the  aethodology  consider  and  Incorporate  a 

process  by  which  general  awareneas  about  the  wln-wln 
features  of  productivity  laprovaaent  can  be  developed? 
Does  the  aethodology  recognise  that  there  are  strong 
pressures/raatralnlng  forces  lapedlng  productivity 
laprovaaent  that  oust  be  forthrightly  and  openly  dealt 
with? 

PHCC 7  a  Does  the  aethodology  Incoporate  the  notion  of  stages 

of  davelopaent  or  evolution  for  the  productivity 
effort? 

PHGCg  a  Is  there  genuine,,  real,  long-lasting  top  aanageaant 

support  for  the  effort?  Does  the  aethodology  provide 
a  aechanlsa  for  getting  and  heaping  the  support? 

PMCC9  a  Does  the  aethodology  adequately  provide  for 

integration  of  specific  aodels,  techniques,  and  steps 
within  the  aethodology  and  a  aechanlsa  for  Integrating 
these  with  ether  manageaeot  systeas? 

roccl0  a  Does  the  aethodology  defino  how  the  productivity 
nanagenent  plan  will  Integrate  with  the  business  plan, 
aarketlng  plan,  capital  budgeting  plan,  long-range 
(3-23  year)  strategy  plan,  etc*? 


PHCC} 1  a  Does  the  aethodology  utilise  state-of-the-art 
participative  nanagenent  techniques,  at  all  levels  of 
nanagaasnt,  to  drive  productivity  iaproveaant  plans? 


Table  V.-D.-l.l.  (coot*) 


•  Does  cha  Methodology  specifically  deal  with  how  Co 
link  strategic  productivity  laproveaent  planning  to 
action  planning  and  affective  lapleaantatlon? 

•  Does  the  asthodology  lncorperste  as chan is las  that 
encourage  and  proaota  disciplined  asnageaant  of 
budgets  (all  resources)  at  varioua  lavela  of 
aanageasnt  and  supervision? 

•  Does  tbs  asthodology  Incorporate  continuing  and 
proactive  davalopasnt  of  laproveaent  asasureaant  and 
evaluation  sy stone?  Does  the  asthodology  specifically 
lncoporate  state-of-the-art  productivity  asasureaant 
and  evaluation  techniques? 

a  Does  the  asthodology  strongly  encourage  periodic 

aeasureaent  and  evaluation  systca  audits  that  check  to 
ensure  that  those  things  which  truly  constitute  systaa 
performance  are  asasured? 

e  Does  the  asthodology  recognise  the  difference  between 
asasureaant  and  evaluation  systems  for  control 
purposes  versus  those  for  developaant  and  laproveaent 
purposes? 

e  Does  the  asthodology  discourage  asasuring  k  while 
hoping  for  B? 

e  Does  the  asthodology  define  how  various  asasureaant 
end  evaluation  systeas  will  integrate  Into  a  cohesive, 
effective  aanageasnt  systea  that  supports  proactive 
productivity  aanageaent? 

e  Does  the  asthodology  allow  for  personalised  scoreboard 
building  by  sections,  work  groups,  departaents,  etc*? 

e  Does  tha  asthodology  proaote  continuing,  proactive 
developaant  of  control  and  laproveaent  techniques 
related  to  all  resorces?  Does  the  asthodology 
specifically  Incorporate  state-of-the-art  productivity 
control  and  laproveaent  approaches  and  techniques  for 
labor,  capital,  energy,  aaterials,  and 
data/lnforaatlon? 

e  Does  the  asthodology  encourage  periodic  audits  of 
control  and  laproveaent  procedures?  Do  we  audit  what 
we  really  reward? 

e  Does  the  asthodology  discourage  rewarding  k  while 
hoping  for  B? 


Table  V.-O.-l.-l.  (cone*) 


PMGC23 

PMGC24 

pmcc2s 

pmgc26 

PM  GO  2  7 

phcc28 

pmgc25 

PMGC30 

pmgc31 

pmgc32 

pmcc33 

PHGC34 


•  Does  Cha  atthodolou  encourage  and  proaote  innovation 
ac  all  lavala  of  tha  orgaaltatloal 

•  Doaa  Cha  aethodology  utlllsa  a  "cost-driver"  analysis 
to  Identify  where  laproveaent  afforca  are  beat 
directed? 

•  Does  tha  Methodology  define  bow  to  successfully  link 
control  and  laproveaent  to  aeasuraaent  and  evaluation, 
and  vice  versa? 

a  Does  tha  eethodology  focus  on  building  effective 
aanageaent  syateas  as  opposed  to  Just  autoaatlng?  Are 
our  laproveaent  efforts  placaaaal  attaapta  to  optlalse 
subayateaa  at  tha  expanse  of  larger  aystaa 
perforaance? 

a  Doaa  the  net ho do logy  strive  to  create  goal-congulty/ 
wln-wln  situations?  If  tha  organisation  wins,  will 
the  individual  win  also? 

a  Does  the  Methodology  successfully  utilise 
state-of-the-art  participative  aanageaent  techniques 
for  productivity  laproveaent  plan  identification, 
developaeet,  and  lapleaentatlon? 

e  Doaa  the  aethodology  focus  on  execution  of  aanageaent 
basics  as  aa  early  step  in  productivity  laproveaent? 

e  Does  tha  aethodology  hold  aanageaent,  staff,  and 
eaployees  accountable  la  a  disciplined,  consistent 
fashion? 

o  Does  the  aethodology  lacopotate  planning  for 
Maintaining  excellence  once  it  is  achieved? 

o  Do  all  levels  of  aanageaent  and  staff  understand  the 
aethodology?  Does  tha  aethodology  laceporate  plans  to 
involve  aanageaent  in  its  developaent  and  to  continue 
education  as  to  the  Methodologies  execution? 

e  Is  the  aethodology  designed  so  as  to  be  self 
aotl voting? 

o  Is  the  aethodology  as  slaple  as  possible? 


Table  V.-0.-1.-2.  Generic  Criteria  Ueeful 
In  Evaluating  Productivity  Msaaureasnt 
and  Evaluation  Models  that  will 
also  Support  Incentive  aethodology* 
(PMEM  GC) 


PM EMC e  Is  the  aodel  easy  to  useT 

-  Ease  of  Application 

PMEMGC2  e  Ease  of  Application  for  Prlae  Contractors* 
e  Ease  of  Application  for  Subcopntractors* 

PMEMGCjj  e  Does  aodel  utilise  existing  coapsny  data  basest 

-  Psrcent  of  data  nssdsd  that  Is  available* 

PMEMCCjk  o  Does  ths  aodel  require  developing  new  coapsny  data 
bases?  If  needed  data  Is  not  available,  can  aodel  be 
aodlfled  to  provide  valuable  lnforaation? 

-  New  data  bases  Chat  aust  be  developed  to  use  aodel* 

PMEMCC^g  e  What  does  the  aodel  aeasure?  (directly  A  Indirectly) 

-  Effectiveness 

-  Efficisncy 

-  Quality 

-  Productivity 

-  Quality  of  Vork  Life 

-  Innovation 

-  Profitability 

PMEMCC^b  e  Is  the  aodel  prlasrlly  designed  fort 

-  cost/benefit,  cash  flow  projection  and  analysis? 

-  coat/benefit,  cash  flow  tracking  A  validation? 

-  productivity  asasureaent  A  evaluation? 

-  a  control  toal? 

-  an  laproveasnt  tool? 

-  a  departaant,  function,  or  workgroup  analysis 
tool? 

-  a  plant,  division,  or  coapaoy  analysis  tool? 

-  a  project  or  prograa  analysis  tool? 

PMEMCCj  e  Model  usefulness  for  Manufacturing  Efficiency 

Projects?  for  Manufacturing  Iavsstaent  Projects? 

PMEMCC^  s  lapleasntatlsn  Coats? 

-  geaeral  aagaltude 

*  design  A  devalopaent 

-  iaplaasntatloa 

-  operation  and  aalntenanae 


*  Incentive  Methodology  In  this  application  Infers  Covsrnaent  to 
Contractor  Incentive  Syateas  such  as  IMIP. 
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table  V.-O.-l.-I.  (cent. ) 


a 

a 

& 

s 


§ 

i 


PHEHGC7  a  Ability  to  aaasure  and  allocate  aavin|a  to  Multiple 

prograas? 

PHEHCCg  a  Ability  to  have  productivity  laproveaent  project*  and 
busloaas  prograas  added  and  delated?  Flexibility  of 
aodal? 

PMEMCC9  a  Ability  to  dalinaata  coaaerclal  and  governaent  prograa 
be oaf Its? 

FHEMCC^o  a  Quality  of  aodal  output?  Approprlataaaaa  of  aodal 

output  portrayal?  Flexibility  of  output  for  variable 
audiences? 

FMEMCC11  a  Acceaalbillty  of  aacaseary  Input  data?  Fraprocaaalag 
of  Input  data  required? 

PHEMCC12  o  Auditability  of  aodal? 

PMEMCCi3  a  Ability  of  aodal  to  handle  long  cycle  tlaes,  Multiple 
products,  frequent  design  changes,  product  alx 

changes? 

PHEMGC14  a  Base  of  translation  and  transfer  of  aodal  within 
defense  Industry? 

PMEMCCj.5  a  Perceived  coop  laxity  of  aodal? 

PMEMGCi^  a  Ability  of  aodal  to  aatlafy  needs  of  aaltlple  users 
(l.a«,  Congress,  DoD,  contractor.  Managers,  ataff, 
etc.)? 

PMEHCC^y  a  Uniqueness .  and  perceived  utility  of  lnforantloa 
provided  by  aodal? 

PMBMCC^g  a  Perceived  laplaaantatlon  cost? 

PMEMGC^9  a  Baas  of  linkage,  and  quality  of  the  link  between  what 
the  aodal  aaaauraa  and  Incentive  Methodology? 


PMEMCCjo  •  Model's  conforaance  to  aceaptad  coat  accounting 
prose tleas? 
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PMEMCC21  a  Does  the  aodal  follow  functional  (organisational 
chart)  analysis  or  a  cost-structured  approach? 

PMEMCC22  •  Model's  allowance  for  couparing  and  contrasting  "A*  Is 
and  As  Mere”  coot  baselines  ve.  "To  Be"  coot 
baselines? 
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Table  V.-0.-1.-2.  (cant.) 


PMEMCC23 

PMEMCC24 

pnehgc25 

phemcc26 

PMEMGC27 

pmemcc28 

pmemcc29 

pmemcc30 


•  Ability  of  nodal  to  Incorporate  uocartalaty  and  rlakf 

a  Ability  of  nodal,  m1b|  aviating  data,  to  track 
productivity  lap ro vena  nt? 

a  Ability  of  nodal  to  treat  nultl-dlneaa locality  of 
parfornaoca  and  productivity,  l.a.,  ability  of  nodal 
to  examine  coat  factora  and  nou-acoaonlc  fact ora? 

a  Ability  of  nodal  to  aubataotlvaly  Involve  uaara  and 
people  la  the  ayatan  la  lta  davalopnaat,  evolution  and 
uaaf 

a  Ability  of  nodal  to  guide,  direct,  and  even  notlvate 
action  and  laplanaatatloaf 

a  Ability  of  nodal  to  eupport  declaloaat 

a  Ability  of  nodal  to  aatlafy  tba  goala  of  DoD  and 
contractoraf 

a  Ability  of  nodal  to  be  Integrated  euccaaafully  Into 
typical  dafanaa  Indue try  aanagenaat  ay a tana? 


D.  Comparison  and  Evaluation  Methodology 


» 


V 
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2.  Specific  Critarla 

CDEF:  a)  Has  a  functional  structure  bean  used? 

b)  Hava  function  groups  bean  identified? 

c)  Ha a  ths  financial  reporting  structure  been  "napped* 
agaloat  the  functional  structure? 

d)  Has  a  comprehensive  Manufacturing  Cost  Model  been 
identified? 

e)  Have  Critical  Suceees  Factors  and  the  related 
performance  meaaurea  been  identified? 

f)  Have  “as  is”  and  "to  be"  cost  baselines  been 
established? 

g)  Has  project  risk  been  considered? 

h)  Has  the  synergistic  impact  of  the  technology 
improvements  been  considered? 

1)  Has  a  benefits  tracking  plan  been  developed? 


MFPM:  Does  the  model: 

a)  provide  an  overall,  integrated  measure  of  productivity 
for  a  plant,  division,  firm,  etc.? 

b)  provide  an  analytical  mechanism  for  evaluating  past 
performance? 

c)  provide  important  information  for  budget  control? 

d)  provide  constant  value  information  on  performance? 

e)  aaaeae  and  evaluate  bottom-line  impact  on  profits  from 
shifts  in  productivity  and  price-recovery? 

f)  track  results  of  specific  productivity  improvement 
interventions  or  track  total  results  of  ell 
productivity  Improvement  interventions? 

g)  assist  with  establishment  of  productivity  management 
planning? 
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h)  provide  lo  •  succinct,  Integrated  report  containing 
information  related  to 

-  chengee  la  resource  utilisation  sad 
output  composition. 

-  traditional  "pie  chert,"  cost  driver 
analysis  date. 

-  partial  factor,  multi-factor,  and 
total  productivity  ratios* 

-  performance  indexes,  changes  in 

productivity,  price-recovery  and 

profits  from  period  to  period* 

-  the  constant-value  dollar  impact  of 

productivity  and  price-recovery 

changes  on  profits. 

I)  provide  management  teams  with  the  ability  to  forecast 
and  simulate  business  conditions,  cost  patterns, 
productivity  trends,  and  to  analyse  these  changes 
(controlled,  constrained  or  otherwise  )  on  overall 
performance* 

J)  notlvate  more  proactive  productivity  management 
efforts  on  part  of  management  teems. 

k)  reflect  good  management  system  design  (l*e.,  consider 
who  Is  managing  and  what  is  being  managed  in  relation 
to  what  we  are  managing  with). 

l)  promote  total  factor  (energy,  capital,  labor, 
materials,  data/informatlon)  productivity  management 
decision-making. 


799 


•  • 

& 


,  H 
.  • 
-<i* 

? 

'  A 

g 


*V 


► 


t? 


V 


TABLE  V.-E.-l. 

MFPMM  CDEF  DCF(LMI) 

Moderate 

Good,  but  requires 
estimation 

Necessary  in  some 
areas 

Indirectly 

Projects 

|  Not  Directly 

o 

X 

o 

X 

4J 

O 

• 

& 

M 

• 

4J 

u 

4) 

o 

£ 

• 

41 

>« 

K 

~ 

X 

i  Not  Intended  Focus 

X 

o 

eJ 

o 

aJ 

o 

aJ 

3 

1  Good 

id 

ti 

a 

« 

O 

p 

0 

►H 

a 

Tj 

« 

« 

X 

Moderate  j 

Usually  not  available 

1  ‘  , 

Necessary 

Not  Directly  i 

✓— * 

m 

u 

m 

o 

u 

o 

4) 

>* 

o 

z 

o 

X 

o 

X 

• 

• 

> 

o 

u 

9 

M 

a 

oc 

U 

2 

*44 

o 

u 

u 

• 

& 

M 

• 

u 

m 

o 

u 

w- 

• 

• 

X 

X 

X 

M 

X 

H 

Not  Intended  Focus  1 

X 

1 _ IB _ 1 

SB 

i _ n _ i 

3 

a 

9 

u 

« 

• 

a 

a 

X 

• 

V 

u 

e 

o 

■o 

o 

r- 

p 

e 

8 

e 

> 

o 

p 

8 

rH 

a 

•o 

« 

« 

X 

Moderate  | 

Good  at  Macro  Analysis 

Not  necessary  for  LTV 
type  application 

|  Not  Directly  \ 

i  Indirectly  j 

|  Indirectly  j 

1  Directly  i 

o 

X 

rH 

W 

o 

• 

u 

*T3 

C 

M 

Wi 

4» 

> 

>> 

rH 

W 

u 

4> 

Wi 

o 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

1 _ *°d  _ _ J 

i  Mod  ! 

1 _ n _ 1 

3 

I  Good  in  LTV  Type  Appllc.  1 

. 

rH 

rH 

a 

> 

m 

a 

u 

a 

TJ 

(3 

O 

• 

•o 

e 

« 

a 

« 

o 

•j 

c 

i 

> 

o 

p 

8 

M 

0 

T5 

0 

1  Ease  of  Use  I 

2  Ease  of  Use:  Primes 

Ease  of  Use:  Subs  j 

3a  Data  Availability 

U 

a 

4> 

n 

CL 

o 

rH 

4J 

> 

4) 

O 

• 

• 

O 

to 

0 

u 

« 

o 

-o 

fo 

e 

u 

41 

VM 

Lx 

Ui 

4> 

U 

0 

m 

m 

4) 

X 

0 

Effic.  i 

• 

H 

m 

3 

a 

•v 

o 

u 

eu 

i 

Innov. 

Prof .  i 

< 

s 

a 

9 

o 

o 

h 

A 

-a 

CBT  > 

PM&E  j 

Control  | 

U 

e 

8 

V 

> 

0 

p 

a 

■ 

M 

Group/Fnt • 

Plant/Firm 

0 

0 

u 

oc 

O 

»- 

0- 

AJ 

o 

49 

O 

Wi 

Os 

5  Useful  for:  HEP 

HIP 

• 

u 

0 

L° 

o 

C 

O 

U 

0 

A-t 

c 

s 

« 

rH 

o. 

■ 

M 

« 

•  General  Mag. 

Design  A  Devel. 

• 

u 

e 

« 

■ 

« 

rH 

a 

B 

x 

• 

Ad 

e 

"H 

*0 

0 

a 

u 

a 

o 

7  Hess.  A  Allocate  Savings  to 
Mult.  Programs 

8  Flexibility 

u 

c 

X 

a 

p 

« 

> 

8 

9 

0 

> 

H 

0 

u 

A* 

« 

B 

5 

O' 

10  Output  Quality  ! 

BOO 


V.  <: 


Tntegri •table  Into  Mgmt Yu I Yc> A*«ua«  there  already 


VIII. A. 6  -  Summary  Remarks/Conclusions  and 
Recommendations 


b.  Conclusions  and  Recommendations 


vr5! 


S3 


£  CO 

£  PS 

go 


o  5 
«  'o 
O  PS 
Ph  O 

4>  A 
A  c3 
0) 

O 


_  >> 

.5  bp 

«5  ®.ts 

C  0  « 

"■o  j 

eS  9  +* 

g  X  >- 

P  o 

■0  »•« 
BBS 

IS  & 

egg 

s  a* 

0  M  a 
^ 

Pi  B  « 

.  8j  g 

5  g  5 

3  >?-b0 

ss  * 

Kb 

O  3  « 

S-o  g 

T3  g  t 
^  CL  A  ~Z 
a>  ^  u  « 
C  0)  >-  £ 

«  ?2c 

o  «  3  s 

*J  ®  P  « 

i{  "D  f  SB 

2  gr  S 

■g  2  « •= 

s  s  •-  » 

0  ■“  -C  3 
O  rt  .£ 


Overall  Conclusion  Cont’d 


•o 

£ 


still  required. 


**51 

si 

51 


■« 


x 

ts 

fl 

O 

U 


a 

o 

U 

4> 

X 

4J 

o 


XI  . 

c 

<H  S 
•m  2 

TJ  g 
©  C 

g  0 

*.S 

«  7. 

3  fc 

S| 

Sc 

Q,  •* 

g  ® 

S3  t> 

2  c 

u  «2 

£  © 
H  X 


75 

c  . 

0  a 

•  PN  .9 

»  *H 
U  V 
u  tn 

JS  3 

0  U 

v  x 

©  2 

^  g 

ce  « 

Sj* 

75  +* 

rt  x 

*  c 

fl  g 

ft  <8 

«5 

^  a 

s,  X 

Eh  C 
J  rt 


s  * 

i.f 

Cl  > 
ft  *-§ 

S  3 

is 

h»  a 

3  3 
0  & 

x  5 

a  o 

4.J  I 

■  x 

aj  3 
£  & 
73  C 

pnN  *P< 

J  « 

^  fli 

0  £ 
g  3 

H  75 

©  3 
©  © 
u  g 

X  fi 

*  >> 

©  53 
X  C3 
**  3 

£  « 

0  Cj 


«M 

(3?  C 

3  © 

ej  g 

bo  5 

©  73 
M  AJ 

bo  > 
bo  c 

ei  ^ 

e  5 

ri  +* 

w  »p* 

73  ft 

•*  a 

T3  9 

xi  . 

I  8  • 

B  3  5 
ft  2  3 
y  v  i? 

Q  g  3 

« *° 

X  "M  73 

'H  X  bO 

e  -g  .5 

.2  5  5 

ft®  “ 
«  2  rt 
g  ft  3 

«  sj  3 

•  S  5 

-s  8  7. 

73  *  X 
73  «*  g 

0  5  ft 
£  C  fi 

w  v  .5 


,  V 

*>S?>v 


,v;y, 


'd 

o 


A 

o 

a> 

-H 

o 


*  £ 

8  g 
s  *s 
s  « 

s  a 

W  *g 

M  ft? 


•4^  »m 

r  * 

a?  2 

P  .60 
68  *2 

3  2 
c  5 

0?  83 

B  £ 
rt  c 
S  bo 
•”  c 

2  ■>* 
rtS3 

oj  t! 

a?  2 

c  .2, 
a  ^ 

«  bo 

■o  g 

sS  « 

bo.-S  t» 

Ph  S.« 
aao 
Safe 

s  «  & 


Ms  S  u 

2  cn  0 
cS  « 
bo  S  o 

2  &  o 

bo  Jj  £ 
bo  ?  i 

({ftp 
V  bfl  © 

a  e  w 

■**  *B  ^ 

s«  j 
:  h£ 
g  Q,P 

«  h  « 

■l-s* 

O  t.  ^ 

5  o  * 
ft£  0 

o,  S  o 

n  ^  p 

s  p  « 

g  P  h 

6  c  ft? 

-  0  -o 

S  «  c 

*  4  3 

^  x  T3  +j 

4?  -2  5 
ft  tu  v  E 

£  S  «  c 

•«  «  a  Jj 

a  d  o  o 

H  S  c  « 


«  h 

2  a 

£  P 
0 

>>  fi 

S  5 

.i  o 

P  P 


&  e 


4?  s 
•h  o 

c  £ 

85  0 
£  2 
^  P 

"5  « 

C  ft? 

=ii 

0—3 

•FN  0  o 
P  P  <N 

*  ©  is 

(fl  X 

c  P  T3 

5  ft? 

g  -2  ft? 

£  3  x 

ft?  B  >> 

X  ft  S 
H  63  H 


c 

ft? 

g 

bo  g 

63  X 

S  0 

63  P 
£  oj 

>v  o 


ft?  , 

C  X 

u  t 


TJ  09 

0  3 

U  T3 
&  C 

u  "* 

0  *> 
<M  09 

v  fi 

bo  <8 

0  ft? 

o’0 

T3  ft? 

0  X 
X  * 

P  c 

ft?  .5 

£  x 

m  ij 


.s  £ 

p  ^ 

ft?  v? 

gt 

bo  <2 

C« 


1 

nfl 

•s 

-H 

M\ 

V* 

V 

ti 

- ii 

0 

f 

•X 

S 

4> 

s 

s 

8 


Pm 


a? 

« ; 

bo,p* 

0)  C/3 

C  0 


x  £ 

*  a 

v  c 
c  0 

§  « 

« s 

-8  S 

0  <H 

c  V 
fi  TJ 

^  In 

X  01 

+*  pC 

01 s 

«M  0 


1  *  .s 

>  ^  +M 

01  ^  -M 

-0  bo  $> 

g5  a 

o  o 

5  0  C/3 

.5  X  ^ 

>  <M  h 
0?  0)  0 

DS  S  * 


rt  & 

m-j  bo 

C  0 

a>  — 

£  'o 
-2  © 


hi 

S"g 

ft  to 

0  _£ 

«  bo 

>  V 
«  ■*■> 

Q  C 

^  »PN 


.'•?-*  ]y''.-iv’v'.*.-\-/.\'.-'v'.v’'/v.y’.\y'v^v 

l  •  «..•■  .Vk  »  kV. 


Other  Recommendations  Cont’d 


'**0 


:?3 


i«] 


•  t. 


vj 

'lH 


C 

X 

<H  O 

0  rt 
u 


I 

35  ** 

05 

%  e 

09  O 
O  >. 

V  o 

U  <H 

aQ 

2  ® 

©Q 

£ 

eS-° 

V  "S 

e  2 


«H  3 

«  o- 


s  « 


cs  e 


rt  rt  « 
bo  8  03 

<H  O 

s*s  a 

s  ©  b 
c  ^  3 

n  09  ft 


0  bo 

2  -S 

c$  -m 

a  C 

C  3 

.5  0  09 

0>  +j 

03  o  o 
X.  el  © 

^  a 

c  2  2 
O  o  ft 

03  TJ 
03  XJ  £ 

3  ^ 

Its- 

2  ©  2 

0?  i  Ph 
> 

•  .2,1 
c  ©  m 
©fee 

X  A  o 

2  »  a 

3  S  h 

r  £  © 

2  03  o 
8  ►  43 
rt  «  T3 

&  *  s 
0  §? 58 
©  h  * 

►  bo  ^ 

Q  SP  « 

Writ* 


03 

g  £ 
>  > 
•rt 


C  o> 

03  5 

0>  x) 

c  0 

•*  fc 
(H  & 
0  . 


v  "3 
bfl  $ 
C  0 

2  ** 

2  « 
x  >« 
<->  0 


'O 

C  c3 

a  c 

x  E 

03  g  . 
-  v  0 
0  w  4J 

^  ®  g 

03  ®  03 

t  s  s 

©SB 
©  A  2 

C  g  I 

Q  9  £ 


5  c  g 

W  03  X 


'y'Vw.i’1 


y'yv 


4> 

V 

0 

g 

71 

71 

s. 

fe 

W 

0 

X 


C/J 

u 

w 


c 

4? 

X 

a 

g 

0 

4> 

4? 

fc 


0 

g 


4? 


i_. 


s  s 

ft  « 

o  _  h 

||«2 
^  fa  _ , 

4>  4>  T 

•TJ  4J  Jl 

•w  “ 

«  Jj  0 

*  «  g 

O'3! 

4J  c  <; 

w  d  03 

■a 

«  M> 

«  o  Es. 

c|y 

*tO 

iS  o  « 

SX£ 

W  «  ** 

c  g  « 

.2  «  3 

■g  js  o 

£■*■*+■* 
c  9)  tfl 

Ji  S  fi 

2  £  4) 

«  S  s 


to 


>  a  more  definitive  set  of  IMIP  guidelines 
ing  and  justifying  a  manufacturing  effi< 
(MEP). 


K 


VIII. B.  Final  Report  Briefing  Materials 

(Presented  by  VPC  to  Dr.  John  Mittino, 
Deputy  Assistant,  Secretary  of  Defense) 


The  Sfuady 
of 

Productivity  Measurement 

and 

Incentive  Methodology 

Phase  113 


Final  Report 
Briefing: 

18  February  1986 


productivity 


3 

© 


Tfl 

O 

O 


◄ 

w 

£ 


C/J 

4> 


.2  ’bo 


-  ® 
«  0 


0? 


X 


u  2 
a  £ 

« T2 

v  s 

g  50 

g.s 

!2  T3 
w  0 
a  g 
o  c 


£ 

a? 

■c 


T) 

3 


G 

a 

£ 

g 

IU 

,  3  . 

efl  x  g 
89 
g 

£ 

&  V 


0J 


90 

3 


•  PP 

c/3 


50 

g  .3  "0 


+r  g  « 

c/3  s  JT 

g  -a 

^  ©  50 
r0  >- 

E*  &  50 


OJ 


pfi 

"0 


G 

X  S 

^  £ 

3  g 

3^3 

o  2  » 

*  ^  g 

E 


t!  ® 


rt  3 


4J  «8 


C/3 


«  3 

!2  tg  a; 

3  <H  z 

r5  v  £ 
U  "3  v 

Ua 


^  w  ^ 

c  «—  bo 

0  0  50 

•S  c 


13  2  3 


3  ^ 

f*  U-J 


3  £ 


g  o  £ 

1st 


55  3  S 

«  £.3 

"2  95  ^ 

si 3 


si 

S  -3  a 

a  ««  o 

0  0  ^ 


g  ^  g 
>  —  > 
g  s  : 3 

ro  ^  g 

r<  3  j- 


TWtrKM 


ft 


V. 


£ 

o 


xfi 

A 

O 

O 


X 

<1 

tf 

W 

£ 


r-/ ,/,v.  /,v>; ^>,vfc  .\v.%v v/*- v vv.v  v  v;.*  v  v  v  v 


© 

X! 


-2  C 


c/5 


a? 

T3  -Q 
©  ©  © 
g  g!  13 

©  0  £ 

X  « 

+3  ©  60 

*  aeS 

w  •>*  qj 

C/3 


bo 

fi 


Xj  13  - 

c  *5 

"2  »3  <tt 


©  **  4? 

^**0  Mri  /  a 


*  13 
S  ©  3 


© 


U 

0 

'M 

V 

60 

)U 


C 

0 

© 


C/3  Q 

% |  « 

«  «  ® 

cs  TS  3  V 

-  91  S  » 

^3  «  u  c 

*  bo  c  <2 

x  o  0  « 
Si  0  "”  ^ 


© 


0 

c0  X 

2  «  g  S 
*■*  fi  r  * 


60  gj 

e  fi 

a?  z 


{0  B  .2 

>  __  *r  w 
^  T!  P-  © 

0  C  £  c* 

H  60  m  73 


13 

0; 

& 

o 


S  C/3 

5  © 

mm  ,m 

■0  bo 
C/3  0 

©  "S 
T  ® 
bfl  TJ 

0  © 
©  £S 


T3 

© 


© 

s 


tj  £ 

S  3 

TJ  C 


e 

60 


© 

© 

c 


C/3 


«  3 

1a 

2.S 


sS  "0 
£  V 

4-  A 


©  kt 

u  © 

S  Vi 
c/3  © 

s  "0 
«  *c 

,©  c 

n  60 


816 


**.  ^*r. «' 


^V.V-V-V~«^:.A-V 


I 


c3 

A 


u 

5  « 

g  0? 
09  ^ 

£  s 

£  « 

••Cl- 

ii  U  CU 


c 

0? 

£ 

c 

u 

5 

o 

0 

..  > 

JH  ^ 

"3  >> 

ft  £ 

W  J- 

C  < 


Cfl  © 

c 

W 


B  • 

2  * 

s.t; 

«  c 


83  C 

o?  S 


To  develop  specific  definitions  of  contractor 
productivity  appropriate  for  the  products 
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To  develop  a  taxonomy  for  those  theories 
and  techniques. 


Recommendation  of  which  models  to  test  in 
phases  III  and  IV. 


PROJECT  STAFF 


OVERALL  PROJECT  PR.  THOMAS  C. 

SUPPORT:  DIRECTOR,  MCP' 


PHASE  III 


05  --  DESCRIBE  UNIT  OF  ANALYSIS  (ie.  APPLICATION) 

FOR  EACH  MODEL  IN  THE  PAPER  TEST.  DESCRIBE  HOST 
APPROPRIATE  APPLICATION. 
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efforts  within  the  defense  industry  needs  to  be 
further  developed  and  communicated. 


FIGURE  III-l 

Generic  Productivity  Management  Methodology 
as  Related  to  Defenae  Industry 


Incentives 


Corporate  Strategic  Plan! 


•  Disclosure  Statement 

•  CDEF 

•  MFPMM  (LTV) 


Factory/Division/Project  Analysis! 


•  Developmental  Plans 

•  Challenge  Budgets  (LTV) 

•  Cost  Driver  Analysis  (LTV) 

•  Top  Down  IDEF,  Node  Structure 

Macro 


Identification  of  Projects 
_ MEP  vs.  MIP _ 

•  Nominal  Group  Technique  (LTV) 

•  IDEF  (CDEF) 

•  ROM  Potential  Savinga/ROI 


STAGE  1 


STAGE  2 


STAGE  3 


Selection  of  Projects! 


STAGE  4 


•  Decision  Analysis 

•  MCP/PMT  (LTV) 

•  CBA 
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Figure  III-l  (cone*) 

Generic  Product ivity  Management  Methodology 
As  Related  to  Defense  Industry 


| Sources  of  Funds | 

e  Man  Tech  e  Budget  e  IR&D  e  IMIP  e  Profit 


STAGE  5 


Various  Return  Analysis/Decision  Analysis 
Techniques  Depending  Upon 

Audience/Funding  (i.e.  LMI,  CBA,  Westinghouse,  DCF) 


Negotiations, 


+  GO 


Different 
Source  of 
Funds  (Lost 
Profit  in 
Case  of  no 
go  IMIP) 


STAGE  6 


IMPLEMENTATION 


STAGE  7 


Cost-Benefit  Tracking 


STAGE  8 


Shared  Savings  Approach 
Incentive 


STAGE  9 


•  Rates  and  Factors  Issues 

•  Projects  vs.  Overall  Improvement 

Issue 

•  Validation  Issues 
e  CBT 


/  •  Improved  Productivity 
•  Improved  Competitiveness 
•  Improved  Performance  y 
•  Reduced  Costs;  Improved  / 
Quality,  Improved  / 

Overall  Acquisition  / 
for  Government  / 


STAGE  10 
(OUTCOMES) 


FIGURE  III-2 

Depiction  of  LTV/VAPD'a  Basic  Approach 
to  Productivity  Management 


Project 
Incentives 
(l.e.  IMIP) 


Cost-Benefit 
Anal/Track. 
Use  the 
MCPMM 


IMIP 

SS  Negot. 
DCF  Model 


Comments:  •  Process  should  be  self-motivated 

•  IMIP  utilized  to  minimize  lost  profit  Impact 

•  If  there  were  overall  total  productivity  Improvement 
incentives  the  company  would  likely  do  what  Government 
is  after  anyway  and  with  less  difficulty  than  by  way 
of  project  focussed  Incentives. 
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